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Dear Mr. Stubblefidd, Mr. Larsen, Mr. Carroll, and Mr. Manning:

This | etter represents the Nationad Marine Fisheries Service s (NMFS) Biologica Opinion, pursuant to
Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), that the effects of the programmetic actionsin
the Gifford Pinchot Nationa Forest, Mt. Hood National Forest, Columbia River Gorge Nationa
Scenic Area, and Sdem Didtrict Bureau of Land Management, together with cumulative effects and the
datus of the environmenta baseline, are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of certain listed,
proposed, and candidate fish species. Thisletter also authorizesincidenta take associated with the
programmeatic actions. 1n making these determinations NMFS applies the methodology described in
the NMFS document entitled “ Application of Endangered Species Act Standards to Lower Columbia
River Steelhead”, October, 1997 (Attachment 2 of NMFS 1998).




Background

On April 20, 1998, the Nationa Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) received from the Sdem Didtrict
Manager of Salem Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Forest Supervisor of the Mt. Hood
Nationd Forest (MHNF), and the Area Manager of the Columbia River Gorge Nationa Scenic Area
(CRGNSA) abiologica assessment (BA) and letter requesting consultation and conference regarding
the potential effects of their programmatic activities (road maintenance, aquatic habitat projects, trail
mai ntenance and congtruction, repair of sorm damaged roads, road decommissioning and obliteration,
discretionary road use permits, discretionary rights of way, nearstream and instream surveys,
environmenta education with instream activities, pump chances, water withdrawal permits, public use of
developed sites and dispersed public use, developed boat ramps, non-riparian rock quarries,
infrastructure maintenance, ski area operations, and recreeting on surface waters) on listed, proposed,
and candidate Pacific sdlmonid species. On April 16, 1998, NMFS recelved a BA and letter
requesting consultation and conference regarding the potentia effects of the programmetic activitiesin
Washington State on listed and proposed Pacific salmonid species from the Forest Supervisor of the
Gifford Pinchot Nationa Forest (GPNF) and the Area Manager of the CRGNSA. A subsequent
amendment to the Oregon BA was sent to NMFS on July 22, 1998. Two amendments to the
Washington BA were sent to NMFS on May 22 and August 3, 1998. Because the two BAs
addressed smilar BLM and Forest Service (USFS) activities within the range of a shared sdmonid
Evolutionarily Significant Unit* (ESU) (the Lower Columbia River steelhead ESU), NMFS decided to
issue one Biologica Opinion (Opinion) for the Mt. Hood and Gifford Pinchot Nationd Forests, the
Sdem Didrict BLM, and the Columbia River Gorge Nationa Scenic Area. The specific listed and
proposed ESUs and candidate species consdered in the BA and in this Biologica/Conference Opinion
are

ESUs Listed as Thregtened:
Lower Columbia River (LCR) stedhead (Oncor hynchus mykiss)
Lower ColumbiaRiver (LCR) chinook sdmon (Oncor hynchus tshawytscha)
Upper Willamette River (UWR) chinook sdlmon (Oncor hynchus tshawytscha)
Columbia River (CR) chum sdmon (Oncor hynchus keta)

ESU Proposed as Threatened:
Southwestern Washington/Columbia River (SW/CR) sea-run cutthroat trout (O. clarki clarki)

ESU Candidate Species:.
Southwest Washingtor/Lower Columbia River (SW/LCR) coho samon (Oncor hynchus
kisutch)

! For the purposes of conservation under the Endangered Species Act, an Evolutionarily Significant Unit (ESU) is a distinct
population segment that is substantially reproductively isolated from other conspecific population units and represents an important
component in the evolutionary legacy of the species (Waples, 1991).



LCR steelhead were listed as threatened under the ESA on March 19, 1998 (63 FR 13347). Critical
habitat for LCR steelhead was proposed on February 5, 1999 (64 FR 5740). LCR and UWR
chinook salmon were listed as threatened under the ESA on March 24, 1999 (64 FR 14308). Critica
habitat for LCR and UWR chinook salmon was proposed March 9, 1998 (63 FR 11482). CR chum
were listed as threatened under the ESA on March 25, 1999 (64 FR 14507). Critica habitat for CR
chum was proposed March 10, 1998 (63 FR 11774). SWI/CR cutthroat trout were proposed for
listing on April 5, 1999 (64 FR16397). Critica habitat has not been designated or proposed for this
gpecies. LCR/SW coho salmon remain a candidate species under the ESA (60 FR 38011; July 25,
1995).

This Opinion has been completed pursuant to the ESA and it implementing regulations (50 CFR 8§ 402)
and condtitutes (1) formal consultation for listed LCR stedlhead, LCR chinook sdlmon, UWR chinook
sdmon, and CR chum salmon, and (2) forma conference for proposed SW/CR cutthroat trout and
candidate SW/LCR coho salmon.

The objective of this Opinion is to determine whether the subject programmetic activities are likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of the LCR steelhead, LCR chinook, UWR chinook, CR chum,
SWICR cutthroat trout, and SW/LCR coho salmon ESUs. Ciritical habitat has not yet been defined for
SWICR cutthroat trout or SW/LCR coho sdmon. Therefore, athough the consultation evauates
effects of the proposed action on anadromous habitat, conclusions regarding destruction or adverse
modification of critica habitat are not included for these two ESUs. However, critical habitat has been
proposed for LCR steelhead, LCR chinook, UWR chinook, and CR chum ESUs. For these ESUS,
this Opinion aso will assess whether the proposed action will result in the destruction or adverse
modification of their proposed critical habitat.

The proposed actions comply with the Record of Decision and Standards and Guidelines of the
Northwest Forest Plan (USDA-FS & USDI-BLM 1994), the Salem BLM Resource Management
Plan, the Mt. Hood Nationa Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, the Columbia River Gorge
Nationa Scenic Area Management Plan, and the Gifford Pinchot National Forest Land and Resource
Management Plan. These actions are consstent with NMFS' March 19, 1998, Biologica Opinion for
the Implementation of Land and Resource Management Plans (USFS) and Resource Management Plan
(BLM). Heredfter, that programmatic Opinion is referred to as the LRMP/RMP Opinion.

In addition to compliance with ESA regulations, this Opinion has been prepared in accordance with
direction established in the May 31, 1995, interagency agreement for Streamlining Consultation
Procedures Under Section 7 of the ESA. An interagency consultation process for implementing the
streamlining agreement was jointly adopted by the USFS, BLM, USDI Fish and Wildlife Service, and
the NMFS on August 29, 1995, and revised and updated on February 26, 1997. In response to the
direction to ensure early and frequent interagency coordination throughout the consultation process, two
interagency teams (one in Oregon and one in Washington referred to as“Level 1 Teams’) with NMFS,
USFS, and BLM were formed within the area of the LCR steelhead. Each project (except projects
with no effect) is reviewed by the gppropriate Level 1 team. The team utilizes the procedures



established by NMFS (1996b) to determine the effects of proposed actions relative to the
environmenta basdline at project and watershed scales, using criteria based on the species biological
requirements. Protective measuresin addition to those initidly included in the proposed action may be
developed during the Level 1 team review. If there is a disagreement between the members that can
not be resolved, the issue is then elevated to other hierarchicd interagency teams for resolution.

In late 1997 and early 1998, Levd 1 team members Jane Banyard, NMFS; Michelle Day, NMFS;
Steve Lanigan, GPNF; Richard Larson, CRGNSA; Joe Moreau, MHNF; and Bob Ruediger, Salem
Didtrict BLM, reviewed the programmeatic actions on the action agencies land within the range of the
LCR sedhead ESU. The subject Biologica Assessments and supporting information resulted from
these mestings.

The BA documents the environmenta basdine at the 4™ fidld hydrologic unit code? watershed
(hereafter referred to as 4™ field basin) scale and effects determinations at the project scale. In
addition, the BA provides documentation demonstrating that the projects are consstent with the ACS.
Because consistency with the ACSistypicaly anayzed at the 5 field HUC (watershed) scale, the
effects determinations were dso andyzed at that scde. Basdline descriptions and effects determinations
for each programmatic action proposed in the BA were completed by the USFS and BLM. The Leve
1 team collaborated on the project scale and 5™ field watershed scale determinations.

Proposed Actions

The USFS and BLM requested formal consultation on the following 17 programmetic actions. road
mai ntenance, aguatic habitat projects, trail maintenance and construction, repair of sorm damaged
roads, road decommissioning and obliteration, discretionary road use permits, discretionary rights of
way, hearstream and ingtream surveys, environmental education with instream activities, pump chances,
water withdrawl permits, public use of developed sites and dispersed public use, devel oped boat
ramps, non-riparian rock quarries, infrastructure maintenance, ski area operations, and recreating on
surface waters. The ESA implementing regulations define “ Effects of the action” as, “...the direct and
indirect effects of an action on the species or critica habitat, together with the effects of other activities
that are interrelated or interdependent with that action, that will be added to the environmenta
basdine.... Interrelated actions are those that are part of alarger action and depend on the larger action
for their judtification. Interdependent actions are those that have no independent utility apart from the
action under consideration” (50 CFR 8402.02). The programmatic actions of discretionary road use

2Stream drainages can be arranged in nested hierarchies, in which alarge drainage is composed of smaller drainages. The
USFS and BLM use a system in which these drainages are numbered in a cumputer database for analytical purposes. The number
identifier of a particular drainage in this database is called its hydrologic unit code, or HUC. This HUC increases with decreasing
drainage area, thus a 4" field HUC (such as the Clackamas River basin) is composed of severa 5" field HUCs (such as Eagle Creek,
Fish Creek, etc., hereafter referred to as a watershed), and so on. The Northwest Forest Plan determined that the scale of watershed
analyses should be 20 to 200 square miles, which often corresponds to a 5" field watershed. Fifth-fild watersheds are hierarchal
subdivisions of western Oregon river subbasins that were cooperatively delineated by the USFS and BLM to facilitate watershed
andysis. Fifth-field watersheds (approximately 20-200 square miles in size) provide a proper context for assessing many processes
and features affecting ecosystem function. In this consultation, 4" field basins are referred to Section 7 watersheds in the BA.
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permits, discretionary rights of way, and water withdrawa permits, often include interrelated or
interdependent actions such as non-federd timber harvest or surface water withdrawa that would not
occur but for issuance of the federal permit. Without knowing the details of such interrdlated and
interdependent actions, the NMFS cannot effectively andyze effects of those programmatic actions.
Therefore, the NMFS is unable to conclude consultation on the programmatic actions of discretionary
road use permits, discretionary rights of way, and water withdrawa permitsin this Opinion. This
Opinion will conclude forma consultation on the following 14 programmetic actions. road maintenance,
aquatic habitat projects, trail maintenance and construction, repair of storm damaged roads, road
decommissioning and obliteration, nearstream and instream surveys, environmenta education with
instream activities, pump chances, public use of developed sites and dispersed public use, developed
boat ramps, non-riparian rock quarries, infrastructure maintenance, ski area operations, and recreating
on surface waters. Heregfter, al reference to programmatic excludes the categories of discretionary
road use permits, discretionary rights of way, and water withdrawa permits.

The BAs submitted to NMFS for the actions covered in this Opinion describe the programmatic actions
and their effects on LCR steelhead. Some of the actions in the BAs were determined to “may affect,
and likely to adversdy affect” (LAA) LCR stedhead, and the others were determined to “ may affect,
but not likely to adversdly affect” (NLAA) this species. The 17 categories of actions that were
determined to be LAA are the subject of thisOpinion. The NLAA actions were covered in a separate
concurrence letter dated August 20, 1998 to Robert W. Williams, Regional Forester, USDA Forest
Service, and Elaine Y. Zidinski, State Director - OR/WA, USDI Bureau of Land Management, from
William Stelle, J., Regionad Administrator, NMFS.

The Level 1 team agreed that Since the effect determinations a the watershed scae are the same for
LCR steelhead asfor other proposed or candidate anadromous fish species, the effects determinations
for the subject actions of this Opinion, which are LAA for LCR steelhead, aredso LAA for LCR
chinook, UWR chinook, CR chum, SW/CR cuitthroat trout, and SW/LCR coho.

The proposed actions are programmeatic, meaning that each category of actions may include a number

of individud actions, which, when grouped together, represent a program. Since the individua actions
may occur a many individual sites across the landscape (e.g., dispersed public use), on aroutine bass
(e.g., road maintenance), or sporadicaly (e.g., requests for road use permits), the interagency team felt
that these kinds of actions should be assessed programmaticaly.



Following are descriptions of each programmetic action.

Road Maintenance

These activities are designed to maintain safety and control, and prevent road eroson. This category
includes any road maintenance activities using heavy equipment, e.g. surface maintenance (grading,
leveling); drainage maintenance and repair; vegetation management (brushing, limbing, seeding, and
mulching); hauling waste or fill for road surfaces or ditches; surface replacement (paving, repaving,
chip-sedling, and rocking); smdl tree or dide remova; snowplowing; dust abatement; and maintenance
and repair of structures (relief or channd culverts, bridges). Road maintenance due to sorm events
such as smdl dide removal and stabilization or culvert and drainage repair is performed as exigencies
aise.

Aquatic Habitat Projects

Aqueatic habitat projects are congtructed or created within the stream channel or the immediate
floodplain to improve aquatic habitat, channd stability, or fish passage, and the maintenance thereof.
Projects include the placement of Large Woody Debris (LWD) (whole trees or portions of trees);
boulders and grave into the channel; excavation of side channels and acoves, and stream bank and
channd stabilization. Project access roads are rehabilitated with techniques which include seeding,
waterbars, ripping, and blocking. Passage improvements include the replacement of barrier culverts
with passable culverts, pipe-arches, or bridges; construction of fish ladders, and placement/congtruction
of slls (boulder, wood, concrete) to improve access to culverts. Work may be accomplished using
manud labor, heavy equipment, or helicopters and may involve the use of this equipment in the stream
channel. This does not include falling of sreamgde (within 1 Ste-potentia tree height) treesin riparian
reserves into the stream.

Trall Maintenance and Condiruction

Tralls maintenance is implemented to improve safety, prevent erosion and prevent damage to resources.
Trail maintenance and recongtruction of exigting trails involves actions such as removing leaning and
down trees from the trail; diverting erosve water off trails (e.g. waterbars, drain dips, culverts); repair
of erosion gtes (addition of grave or logs in wet Sites); construction/improvements to stream crossings,
brushing; improving the tread; and congtructing and maintaining rock crib wals to support ungtable trall
sections. Trails are congtructed in response to recreationa use. Trail congtruction includes new trails
and the rdocation or extension of exigting trails. Heavy equipment israrely used. This category does
not include actions which are not directly related to the repair or congtruction of trails or trail stream
crossings.




Repair of Storm Damaged Roads

These projects are implemented to maintain safety, open access and prevent further damage to
resources resulting from storm related damage to roads. Projects involve action such as the remova of
large dides; reconstruction, repair, or relocation of roads damaged by surface erosion, high
sreamflows, fill failure, culvert fallure, and landdides; stabilization of dopes, and the repair or
replacement of bridges and culverts. Only repair of ssorm related damage is covered in this category.
Work is accomplished using heavy equipment and may occur in the wet season and involve work in the
Stream channels.

Road Decommissioning and Obliteration

This category includes the remova of those e ements of aroad that reroute hilldope drainage and
present dope stability hazards from unnecessary, unstable or poorly located roads. Also includes
dispersed recreationd campsite removal. This category includes actions such as bridge and culvert
removd; remova of agphat and gravel; subsoiling of road surfaces; outdoping; waterbarring; fill
removal; Sdecast pullback; revegeting with native or non-evasive species, and roadway barricading to
exclude vehicular traffic.

Nearstream and Instream Surveys

Surveys are conducted to assess stream condition, aguetic invertebrate populations, and plant, wildlife
and other resources in adjacent riparian areas. This congsts of walking surveys done in and near
dreams. They consst of aquatic habitat inventory, and botany, mollusk, amphibian, culturd resource
(including test pits approximately 1 square meter in Sze), and riparian vegetation surveys and
monitoring. A near stream survey refers to surveys done on stream banks or within 25 feet of stream
reaches with proposed or listed fish species. This does not include: e ectrofishing, snorkeling, spawning
surveys, or direct capture (traps, seines, gill nets, etc.).

Environmental Education with Indream Activities

This category entails programs to teach people about the life histories and importance of salmon and
other aguatic organisms. It includes programs such as Samon Watch, which takes classes of school
children to look at spawning sdmon and to do other activities like collecting macroinvertebrates and
measuring water quality in and dong the stream.

Pump Chances
This entails maintenance and use of Stes for water withdrawa during prescription burns or emergency

fire conditions. Access to pump chances is maintained by removing brush from trails to access points,
trees from helicopter landing sites, and the ingtdlation of boulders (or smilar) to increase pool depth.
Most pump chances are located on fish bearing streams, dthough typicaly water is not withdrawn in a
given year. Withdrawas are for fire control and dust abatement.



Public Use of Developed Sites and Dispersed Public Use

Developed recreetion stes include campgrounds, day use areas, and interpretive sites. Dispersed
public use includes the use of Federd lands for short term camping, fishing, hunting, hiking, boating,
wildlife watching, and smilar activities other than in developed facilities.

Developed Boat Ramps

This category includes maintenance and use of developed boat ramps for |oading and unloading boats
by hand or from trailers, associated staging and parking areas, docking facilities, and other
developments such as picnic or sanitation facilities. The harvesting of sengtive speciesis not covered
by this category.

Non-Riparian Rock Quarries

Activitiesin this category provide asource of rock and gravel for usein road congtruction and
maintenance, and for other activities such asrestoration projects. Activities include drilling; blasting;
crushing; hauling of materias on new or existing roads, and stockpiling materid from decommissoned
roads.

| nfrastructure Maintenance

Thisis the maintenance of infrastructure improvements in Riparian Reserves for use by the public and
for adminigtrative purposes. Thisincludes the maintenance of developments such as campgrounds,
interpretive Stes, education Stes, storage areas, administrative sites, and Smilar improvements.
Maintenance may include activities such as pruning of brush and trees; operation of sewage facilities;
maintaining roads and other surfaces; maintaining buildings, and operation of sanitary facilities using
hand tools and power equipment.

Ski Area Operations

This category includes parking lot and road sanding, plowing, snowblowing, brushing of runs by
mechanica and hand means; building, lift, tow rope and equipment maintenance, and access road and
trall maintenance. Each area has an operating plan which includes erosion control and hazardous waste
plans. This consultation does not include expangon of infrastructure or salting to maintain snow
conditions or Oregon Department of Transportation sanding, plowing, and blowing operations.

Recregting on Surface Waters

The issuance of Specid Use Permits dlows for white water rafting, kayaking, and canoeing, and to
alow accessto USFS/BLM lands for this purpose. Outfitters conduct tours on streams during high
flows. These activitiestypicaly occur during May.




Biologicd Information and Critical Habitat

LCR gedhead

Avallable higtorical and recent LCR stedhead abundance information is summarized in Busby et al.
(1996). No estimates of historicd (pre-1960s) abundance specific to thisESU are available. Because
of their limited digtribution in upper tributaries and the urbanization surrounding the lower tributaries
(e.g., the lower Willamette, Clackamas, and Sandy Rivers run through Portland or its suburbs), summer
steelhead appear to be at more risk from habitat degradation than winter steelhead. The lower
Willamette, Clackamas, and Sandy steelhead trends are stable or dightly increasing, but thisis based on
angler surveys for alimited time period, and may not reflect trends in underlying population abundance.
Totd annua run sze data are only available for the Clackamas River (1,300 winter steelhead, 70%
hatchery; 3,500 wild summer steelheed).

Biologicd, life higtory, and population trends information for LCR steelhead can be found in Busby et
a. 1995, Bushy et d. 1996, and Attachment 1 of NMFS 1998. Following isavery generd life history
of LCR gstedlhead. The LCR steelhead ESU includes both summer and winter run-types. Summer
steelhead enter fresh water between May and October. Winter steelhead enter fresh water between
November and April. They typically spawn between December and June. Depending on water
temperature, stedhead eggs may incubate for 1.5 to 4 months before hatching. Juveniles generaly
sgpend 2 yearsin freshwater before migrating to the ocean where they generdly spend 2 more years
prior to returning to spawn.

Critical habitat was proposed for the LCR steelhead on February 5, 1999 (64 FR 5740). LCR
steelhead proposed critica habitat includes dl river reaches accessible to listed stedlhead in the
Columbia River tributaries between the Cowlitz and Wind Riversin Washington and the Willamette and
Hood Riversin Oregon, inclusve. Also included are theriver reaches and estuarine areasin the
Columbia River from the mouth upstream to the Hood River in Oregon. With regard to adjacent
riparian zones, NMFS defines stedhead critica habitat based on key riparian functions. Specificdly,
the adjacent riparian area is defined as the area adjacent to a stream that provides the following
functions: shade; sediment, nutrient or chemicd regulation; sreambank stability; and input of large
woody debris or organic matter. The physical and biological features that create properly functioning
sdmonid habitat vary throughout the range of steelhead and the extent of the adjacent riparian zone may
change accordingly, depending on the landscape under congderation.

LCR chinook

This ESU includes dl native populations from the mouth of the Columbia River to the crest of the
Cascade Range, excluding populations above Willamette Fals. The higtoric location of Cdlilo Falls,
which corresponds to the edge of the drier Columbia Basin Ecosystem and historically may have
presented a migrational barrier to chinook salmon at certain times of the year, isthe eastern boundary
for thisESU. Not included in this ESU are “stream-type’ spring-run chinook salmon found in the



Klickitat River (which are consdered part of the Mid-Columbia River Spring-Run ESU) or the
introduced Carson spring chinook salmon strain. Spring chinook found in the Clackamas River are not
included in this ESU, but are considered part of the UWR chinook ESU. “Tul€’ fal chinook sdmonin
the Wind and L.ittle White Sdmon Rivers are included in this ESU, but not introduced “ upriver bright”
fal-chinook sdmon populationsin the Wind, White Sdmon, and Klickitat Rivers. For thisESU, the
Cowlitz, Kdama, Lewis, White SAmon, and Klickitat Rivers are the mgor river systems on the
Washington State sSide, and the Willamette and Sandy Rivers are foremost on the Oregon State Side.
The mgority of thisESU is represented by fal-run fish. There is some discussion among some co-
manager's as to whether any naturd-origin spring chinook saimon persst in this ESU.

Spring-run chinook salmon on the lower Columbia River, like those from coastd stocks, enter
freshwater in March and April well in advance of spawning in August and September. Higtoricdly, fish
migrations were synchronized with periods of high rainfdl or snowmelt to provide access to upper
reaches of mogt tributaries where fish would hold until spawning (Fulton 1968, Olsen et al. 1992,
WDF et al. 1993). Dams have reduced or eliminated access to upriver spawning areas on the
Cowlitz, Lewis, Clackamas, Sandy, and Big White Sdmon Rivers. A distinct winter-spawning run may
have existed on the Sandy River (Mattson 1955) but is believed to have been extirpated (Kostow
1995). Inany event, dl basins are affected (to varying degrees) by habitat degradation. Major habitat
problems are related primarily to blockages, forest practices, urbanization in the Portland and
Vancouver areas, and agriculture in floodplains and low-gradient tributaries. Also, freshwater habitat is
in poor condition in many basinsdueto problems related to forestry practices, urbanization, and
agriculture,

Previous assessments of stocks within this ESU have identified severd as being at risk or of concern
(Nehlsen et al. 1991). About haf of the populations comprising this ESU are very smdll, increasing the
likelihood that risks due to genetic and demographic processes in smdl populations will be important.
Numbers of naturaly spawning spring-run chinook sdmon are very low, and native populaionsin the
Sandy and Clackamas Rivers have been supplanted by spring-run fish from the Upper Willamette
River. There have been a least 9x documented extinctions of populationsinthisESU, and it is
possible that extirpation of other native populations has occurred but has been masked by the presence
of naturdly spawning hatchery fish. In addition, the large numbers of hatchery fish in this ESU make it
difficult to determine the proportion of naturally-produced fish.

There are no estimates of historic abundance for this ESU, but there is widespread agreement that
natural production has been subgtantialy reduced over the last century. Though abundance in this ESU
isdtill relatively high, the mgjority of the fish appear to be hatchery-produced. Long- and short-term
trends in abundance are mostly negetive, some severely so. The numbers of naturaly-spawning spring
runsare very low, infact, it is highly unlikely that there are any hedthy native spring-run populations.
The pervasive influence of hatchery fish in dmost every river in this ESU and the degradation of
freshwater habitat suggests that many naturaly-spawning populations are not able to replace
themsdlves.
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Recent abundance of spawners includes a 5-year geometric mean natural spawning escapement of
11,200 spring-run fish (1992-96) [BRT-datus report]. Table 1 shows some of the estimated returns to
the lower Columbia River over the recent years.

Table 1. Estimated Lower Columbia River spring chinook returns, 1992-1997. (Source: ODFW
Status Report for Columbia River Fish Runs and Fisheries, 1938-1997.)

Total Returns Excluding
Y ear Sandy R. CowlitzR. LewisR. KalamaR. theWillamette System

1992 8,600 11,900 6,000 2,700 38,400
1993 6,400 9,900 6,700 3,000 29,500
1994 3,500 3,400 3,000 1,300 14,400
1995 2,500 2,500 3,800 700 9,700
1996 4,100 2,000 1,600 600 9,200
1997 5,200 1,900 1,900 500 11,400

Fal chinook predominate the Lower Columbia River sdmon runs. Fal-run fish return to theriver in
mid-August and spawn within afew weeks (WDF et d. 1993, Kostow 1995). These fdl-run chinook
sdmon are often called "tules’ and are distinguished by their dark skin coloration and advanced state of
meaturation at the time of freshwater entry. Fal-run chinook salmon populations may have historicaly
spawned from the mouth of the Columbia River to the Klickitat River (RKm 290). These fal-run
chinook salmon begin the freshwater phase of their return migration in late August and October and the
peak spawning interval does not occur until November (WDF et d. 1993).

The mgority of fal-run chinook sdmon emigrate to the marine environment as subyearlings (Reimers
and Loeffd 1967, Howdll et d. 1985, WDF et d. 1993). A portion of returning adults whose scales
indicate a yearling smolt migration may be the result of extended hatchery-rearing programs rather than
of naturd, valitiond yearling emigration. It is aso possble that modificationsin the river environment
may have atered the duration of freshwater resdence. Adults return to tributariesin the lower
ColumbiaRiver a 3 and 4 years of age for fal-run fish and 4 to 5 years of age for spring-run fish. This
may be related to the predominance of yearling smolts among spring-run stocks. Marine coded-wire
tag recoveries for lower Columbia River stocks tend to occur off the British Columbia and Washington
coasts, though asmal proportion of the tags are recovered in Alaskan waters.

There are no reliable estimates of historic abundance for this ESU, but it is generdly agreed that there

have been vast reductions in natura production over the last century. Recent abundance of spawners
includes a 5-year geometric mean natura spawning escapement of 29,000 natural spawners and

11



37,000 hatchery spawners (1991-95), but according to the accounting of PFMC (1996),
approximately 68% of the naturd spawners are firg-generation hatchery strays.

All basinsin the region are affected (to varying degrees) by habitat degradation. Major habitat
problems are related primarily to blockages, forest practices, urbanization in the Portland and
Vancouver areas, and agriculture in floodplains and near low-gradient tributaries. Substantia chinook
sdmon spawning habitat has been blocked (or passage subgtantialy impaired) in the Cowlitz (Mayfidd
Dam 1963, RKm 84), Lewis (Merwin Dam 1931, RKm 31), Clackamas (North Fork Dam 1958,
RKm 50), Hood (Powerdale Dam 1929, RKm 7), and Sandy (Marmot Dam 1912, RKm 48; Bull Run
River damsin the early 1900s) Rivers (WDF et d. 1993, Kostow 1995).

Hatchery programs to enhance chinook salmon fisheries in the lower Columbia River began in the
1870s, expanded rapidly, and have continued throughout this century. Although the mgjority of the
gtocks have come from within this ESU, over 200 million fish from outside the ESU have been released
gnce 1930. A particular concern a the present timeis straying by Rogue River fal-run chinook
sdmon, which are released into the lower Columbia River to augment harvest opportunities. Available
evidence indicates a pervadve influence of hatchery fish on naturd populations throughout this ESU,
including both spring- and fal-run populations (Howell et d. 1985, Marshdl et a. 1995). In addition,
the exchange of eggs between hatcheriesin this ESU has led to the extensive genetic homogeni zation of
hatchery stocks (Utter et a. 1989).

Harvest rates on fal-run stocks are moderately high, with an average tota exploitation rate of 65%
(1982-89 brood years) (PSC 1994). The average ocean exploitation rate for this period was 46%,
while the freshwater harvest rate on the fal run has averaged 20%, ranging from 30% in 1991 to 2.4%
in 1994. The average in-river exploitation rate on the stock as awhole is 29% (1991-95).

Long- and short-term trends in abundance of individud populations are mostly negative, some severdy
s0. About haf of the populations comprising this ESU are very smdl, increasing the likelihood that
risks due to genetic and demographic processes in smal populations will be important. Numbers of
naturally spawning spring-run chinook salmon are very low, and native populations in the Sandy and
Clackamas Rivers have been supplanted by spring-run fish from the Upper Willamette River. There
have been a least Sx documented extinctions of populaionsin thisESU, and it is possible that
extirpation of other native populations has occurred but has been masked by the presence of naturaly
spawning hatchery fish.

Critica habitat for LCR chinook salmon was proposed March 9, 1998 (63 FR 11482). Proposed
critica habitat is designated to include dl river reaches accessible to chinook sdmon in Columbia River
tributaries between the Grays and White Salmon Rivers in Washington and the Willamette and Hood
Riversin Oregon, inclusve. Also included are river reaches and estuarine aress of the Columbia River
from its mouth upstream to the Dalles Dam.

UWR chinook
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Chinook populationsin the UWR chinook ESU have alife history pattern that includes traits from both
ocean and stream-type life histories. Ocean didtribution of chinook in this ESU is congstent with an
ocean-type life higtory, with the mgority of chinook being caught off the coasts of British Columbia and
Alaska. However, smolt emigrations occur as young of the year and as age-1 fish. Adults return to the
Willamette River primarily March through May at ages 3-5. Higtoricaly, spawning occurred between
mid-July and late October. However, the current spawn timing of hatchery and wild chinook is
September and early October due to hatchery fish introgression.

The abundance of naturaly-produced spring chinook in the ESU has declined substantialy.
Higtoricaly, the predominant areas producing spring chinook were the Moldla, Santiam, McKenzie,
and Middle Fork Willamette river basins, which were thought to produce severd hundreds of
thousands of spring chinook (Nicholas 1995). Currently, the McKenzie River isthe primary naturd
production areawithin the ESU. From 1946-50, the geometric mean of Willamette Falls counts for
spring chinook was 31,000 fish (Myers et al. 1998), which represented primarily naturally-produced
fish. The most recent 5 year (1992-96) geometric mean escapement above the fals was 26,000 fish,
comprised predominantly of hatchery-produced fish (Table 2). Nicholas (1995) estimated 3,900
naturd spawnersin 1994 for the ESU, with approximately 1,300 of these spawners being naturaly
produced. Myerset al. (1998) showed strong short-term negative trends (-7% or more) in spring
chinook abundance for dl natura populationsin the ESU where data existed. The long-term trend for
total spring chinook abundance within the ESU has been approximately stable. However, the great
mgority of returning fish to the Willamette River in recent years have been of hatchery-origin. Itis
questionable whether naturd production within the Willamette Basin is sdlf-sugtaining, even in the
absence of fisheries (Meyerset al. 1998).

Habitat loss and degradation has contributed to the decline of spring chinook in the Willamette Basin.
Many of the key production areas in the basin have been blocked by the construction of dams.
Channelization and the loss of complex sde channel and wetland habitat has reduced the amount of
rearing habitat in the maingem Willamette River. Alterations to temperature and flow regimes has
resulted in premature emergence of juveniles and lower flows during spring smolt emigrations which
resultsin lower juvenile surviva. Large artificid production programs within the basin have likely
contributed to the loss of genetic diversity among naturd populations from hatchery fish straying into
natura production areas. Harvest ratesin the past have been 50-70%, which were too high for wild
stocksto sustain.
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Table2. Run sze of spring chinook at the mouth of the Willamette River and counts
a Willamette Falls and Leaburg Dam on the McKenzie River (Nicholas 1995;

ODFW and WDFW 1998).
Estimated number Lesburg Dam Count
Return entering Willamette  Willamette Falls (hatchery and wild fish
Y ear River Count combined, 1985-1995)
1985 57,100 34,533 825
1986 62,500 39,155 2,061
1987 82,900 54,832 3,455
1988 103,900 70,451 6,753
1989 102,000 69,180 3,976
1990 106,300 71,273 7,115
1991 95,200 52,516 4,359
1992 68,000 42,004 3,816
1993 63,900 31,966 3,617
1994 47,200 26,102 1,526
1995 42,600 20,592 1,622
1996 34,600 21,605 1,086 (wild fish only)
1997 35,000 26,885 981 (wild fish only)

Proposed critica habitat is designated to include dl river reaches accessible to chinook salmon in the
Willamette River and its tributaries above the Willamette Fals. Also included are river reaches and
eduarine aress in the Columbia River from its mouth upsiream to and including the Willamette River in
Oregon.
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CR chum

Chum salmon are semelparous, spawn primarily in freshwater; and, gpparently, exhibit obligatory
anadromy (there are no recorded landlocked or naturalized freshwater populations) (Randdl et d.
1987). The speciesisbest known for the enormous canine-like fangs and striking body color of
spawning males (acaico pattern, with the anterior two-thirds of the flank marked by a bold, jagged,
reddish line and the pogterior third by ajagged black line). Females are less flamboyantly colored and
lack the extreme dentition of the males.

Chum salmon spend more of their life history in marine waters than other Pacific sdmonids. Chum
sdmon, like pink saimon, usudly spawn in coasta aress, and juveniles outmigrate to seawater dmost
immediately after emerging from the gravel that coverstheir redds (Salo 1991). This ocean-type
migratory behavior contrasts with the stream-type behavior of some other speciesin the genus
Oncorhynchus (e.g., coastal cutthroat trout, steelhead, coho salmon, and most types of chinook and
sockeye samon), which usualy migrate to seaat alarger Sze, after months or years of freshwater
rearing. This meansthat surviva and growth in juvenile chum salmon depend less on freshwater
conditions (unlike stream-type sdlmonids which depend heavily on freshwater habitats) than on
favorable estuarine conditions. Another behaviora difference between chum salmon and species that
rear extensvey in freshwater isthat chum salmon form schoals, presumably to reduce predation
(Pitcher 1986), especidly if their movements are synchronized to swamp predators (Miller and
Brannon 1982).

Higtoricaly, chum samon were digtributed throughout the coastd regions of western Canada and the
United States, asfar south as Monterey Bay, Cdifornia. Presently, mgor spawning populations are
found only asfar south as Tillamook Bay on the northern Oregon coast. Climate and geologicd
features vary markedly in this region, with diverse patterns of vegetation, wesather, soils, and water

quality.

In both Asa and North America, chum salmon spawn most commonly in the lower reaches of rivers,
with redds usudly dug in the maingem or in Side channds of rivers from just above tidd influence to
nearly 100 km from the sea. In some aress (particularly in Alaska and northern Asa), they typicaly
spawn where upwelled groundwater percolates through the redds (Bakkala 1970, Salo 1991). Some
chum samon even spawn in intertida zones of streams at low tide, especidly in Alaska, where tida
fluctuation is extensve and upwelling of groundwater in intertidal areas may provide preferred spawning
gtes.

In the Columbia River, chum samon are limited to tributaries below Bonneville Dam, with the mgority
of fish pawning on the Washington side of the Columbia River. Chum samon have been reported in
October in the Washougd, Lewis, Kdama, and Cowlitz Rivers in Washington and to the Sandy River
in Oregon (Salo 1991). Only three Washington runs (Grays River, Hamilton Creek, and Hardy Creek)
were listed in the SASSI report, and dl return in about October (the peak is mid-November), arun
time similar to that of chum salmon in rivers dong the Washington coast (WDF et d. 1993). Grays
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River chum salmon enter the Columbia River from mid-October to mid-November, but apparently do
not reach the Grays River until late October to early December. These fish spawn from early
November to late December. Fish returning to Hamilton and Hardy Creeks begin to gppear in the
Columbia River earlier than Grays River fish (late September to late October) and have amore
protracted spawn timing (mid-November to mid-January). The Oregon Department of Fish and
Wildlife (ODFW) cited 25 locations in that state where chum salmon spawn in the lower Columbia
River, but run times for these fish are unavailable (Kostow 1995). Chum samon are known to spawn
around the idands immediately below Bonneville Dam.

For chum salmon, quantitative estimates of historical abundance are generaly lacking. At best,
higtoricd abundance can be inferred from fishery landings data. Fishery landings suggest that chum
sdmon abundance may be near historica levelsin the Puget Sound area, but that natura populations
south of the Columbia River (and possibly to the north) are a very low levels rdative to historic
abundance.

The past destruction, modification, and curtailment of freshwater habitat for seelhead was reviewed in
the "Factors for Decling' document (NMFS 1996a) published as a supplement to the notice of
determination for West Coast Steelhead under the ESA. Although chum salmon, in generd, spawn
lower in river systems than do steelhead and primarily rear in estuarine aress, this document gtill serves
asacaaog of past habitat modification within the range of chum salmon. Among habitat losses
documented by NMFS (1996a), those with the most impact on chum salmon include water withdrawal,
conveyance, sorage, and flood control (resulting in insufficient flows, stranding, juvenile entrainment,
and instream temperature increases); logging and agriculture (Ioss of LWD, sedimentation, loss of
riparian vegetation, habitat smplification); mining (epecidly grave remova, dredging, pollution); and
urbanization (stream channelization, increased runoff, pollution, habitat smplification). Hydropower
devel opment was considered a mgjor factor in habitat loss for steelhead (NMFS 1996a), but is
probably less sgnificant for chum samon (due to chum samon's use of lower river areas for pawning)
athough many spill dams and other smal hydropower facilities were constructed in lower river aress.
Lichatowich (1989) aso identified habitat 1oss as a Sgnificant contributor to the decline of Pecific
sdmon in Oregon's coastal streams.

Other risk factorstypicaly considered for sdmonid populations include disease prevaence,

predation, and changesin life-history characterigtics such as spawning age or sze. With the exception
of agenerd declinein body size of spawners, thereisno clear evidence for effects of such risk factors
for chum samon in Washington and Oregon, though other factors may be important for individud
populations.

The Columbia River higtoricaly contained large runs of chum salmon that supported a substantia
commercid fishery in thefirst haf of this century. These landings represented a harvest of more than
500,000 chum salmon in some years. There are presently neither recreational nor directed commercia
fisheriesfor chum salmon in the Columbia River, dthough some chum samon are taken incidentaly in
the gill-net fisheries for coho and chinook salmon, and there has been minor recrestiona harvest in
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some tributaries (WDF et a. 1993). Hymer (1993, 1994) and WDF et al. (1993) monitored returns of
chum samon to three streams in the Columbia River and suggested that there may be a few thousand,
perhaps up to 10,000, chum salmon spawning annually in the Columbia River basin. Kostow (1995)
identified 23 spawning populations on the Oregon side of the Columbia River but provided no estimates
of the number of spawnersin these populations.

An esimate of the minimd run sze for chum samon returning to both the Oregon and Washington sides
of the Columbia River has been cdculated by summing harvest, spavner surveys, Bonneville Dam
counts, and returns to the Sea Resources Hatchery on the Chinook River in Washington (ODFW and
WDFW 1995). This suggests that the chum samon run size in the Columbia River has been rdatively
gtable snce the run collgpsed in the mid-1950s. The minima run sze in 1995 was 1,500 adult fish.

The BRT concluded that the Columbia River ESU is presently at significant risk, but team members
were divided in their opinions of the severity of thet risk. Higtoricdly, the Columbia River contained
chum salmon populations that supported annud harvests of hundreds of thousands of fish. Current
abundance is probably lessthan 1% of historic levels, and the ESU has undoubtedly lost some (perhaps
much) of itsorigind genetic diveraty. Presently, only three chum samon populations, dl rdaively smdl
and dl in Washington, are recognized and monitored in the Columbia River (Grays River, Hardy and
Hamilton Creeks). Each of these populations may have been influenced by hatchery programs and/or
introduced stocks, but information on hatchery-wild interactions is unavailable.

Because of the well-known averson of chum salmon to surmounting in-river obstacles to migration, the
effects of the mainsem Columbia River hydropower system have probably been more severe for chum
sdmon than for other sdimon species. Bonneville Dam presumably continues to impede recovery of
upriver populations. Substantial habitat lossin the Columbia River estuary and associated areas
presumably was an important factor in the decline and aso represents a sgnificant continuing risk for
this ESU. Although current abundanceis only asmal fraction of higtoricd levels, and much of the
origind inter-populaiond diverdty has presumably been log, the tota spawning run of chum samon to
the Columbia River has been relaivey stable since the mid 1950s, and totd naturd escapement for the
ESU is probably at least severa thousand fish per year.

Critical habitat for CR chum was proposed March 10, 1998 (63 FR 11774). Proposed critical habitat
for CR chum encompasses accessible reaches of the Columbia River (including estuarine areas and
tributaries) downstream from Bonneville Dam, excluding Oregon tributaries upstream of Milton Creek
at river km 144 near the town of St. Helens.
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SWI/CR cutthroat trout

Biological information and historical population trends can be found in Johnson et d. 1997 and Trotter
1989.

SW/LCR coho saimon

Biologica information and historical population trends can be found in Weitkamp et d. 1995.

Evduating Proposed Actions

The standards for determining jeopardy are set forth in Section 7(8)(2) of the ESA as defined by its
implementing regulations (50 CFR 8§ Part 402). When the NMFS issues a conference or biologica
opinion, it uses the best scientific and commercid data available to separately determine whether a
proposed Federd action islikdly to: (1) jeopardize the continued existence of a proposed, listed, or
candidate species, and/or (2) destroy or adversely modify a proposed or listed species’ critical habitat.
NMFS discusses the analysis necessary for application of these sandardsin the particular contexts of
the Pacific sdlmonids in Attachment 2 (Application of Endangered Species Act Standards to Lower
Columbia River Stedheed) in the March 19, 1998, LRMP/RMP Opinion. Thisanadyssinvolvesthe
following steps: (A) define the biologica requirements of the species; (B) evauate the environmenta
basdine relative to the species current status; (C) determine the effects of the proposed or continuing
action on the species,; (D) determine whether the species can be expected to survive with an adequate
potentid for recovery under the effects of the proposed or continuing action, the environmenta basdine
and any cumulative effects, and congdering measures for surviva and recovery specific to other life
gages, and (E) identify reasonable and prudent aternatives to a proposed or continuing action that is
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the species.

A. Biologicd Requirements

The first step in the method the NMFS uses in gpplying the ESA standards of Section 7(8)(2) to Pacific
sdmonidsis to define the pecies biologica requirements that are most relevant to each consultation.
The NMFS finds that these biologica requirements are best expressed in terms of environmenta
factors that define properly functioning freshwater agquetic habitat necessary for the survival and
recovery of the listed species. Individua environmenta factors include water qudity, habitat access,
physical habitat eements, river channd condition, and hydrology. These are measurable variables, with
properly functioning vaues determined by the best available information as those necessary for sufficient
prespawning surviva and distribution, spawning success, egg-to-smolt surviva, smolt emigration
surviva and timing, and smolt condition to alow the long-term survivd of the species. Properly
functioning watersheds, where dl of the individua factors operate together to provide heathy aquatic
ecosystems, are necessary for the surviva and recovery of these species. Thisinformation is discussed
further in Attachment 1 (Lower Columbia River Stedlheed - Biological Requirements and Status under
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the 1996 Environmenta Basdline) of the March 19, 1998, Biologicd Opinion on implementation of
Land and Resource Management Plans (USFS) and Resource Management Plan (BLM).

The programmatic actions covered in this Opinion cover ten 4™ field watersheds within the range of the
LCR stedhead ESU. Dueto the large scale of the action area for these programmatic actions,
individua 4" and 5™ field watersheds will have varying levels of importance towards mesting the
biologica requirements of the ESU in terms of properly functioning freshwater habitat parameters.
Overdl, the actions addressed in this Opinion are consdered to have only minor effects, if any, to
habitat parameters. 1t has been determined that when effects occur they will only be short-term and will
not degrade the basdline conditions. Level 1 teams annua review and tracking of projects
implemented under this Opinion will assure that this assumption is reevauated.

B. Environmentd Basdine

The environmentd basdineis an andyds of the effects of past and ongoing human and naturd factors
leading to the current status of the species or its habitat and ecosystem within the action area (NMFS
and USFWS 1996). The action area covered by this Opinion includes the Gifford Pinchot and Mt.
Hood National Forests, the Columbia River Gorge Nationa Scenic Area, and the Sdem BLM Didtrict
within the LCR stedlhead ESU. There are ten 4™ fiedld watersheds within the range of the LCR
steelhead ESU (Scappoose/Multnomah Channel, Clackamas River, Sandy River, Hood River,
Wind/White Sdmon, Washougd, Lewis, Kdama, Upper Cowlitz and Lower Cowlitz Rivers). Dueto
the programmatic nature of this consultation, the Level 1 team decided to assess the environmental
basdline for the proposed projects at the 4™ field level, using the methodology described by NMFS
(1996). The Leve 1 team combined the available assessments of the basdine conditions of the
associated 5™ or 6™ field sub-watersheds to arrive at the basdline condition of each 4™ field watershed.
Due to the nature of combining 5" and 6™ field checklist tables, individual sub-watershed check marks
may bein dl three categories of “properly functioning”, “at risk” and “not properly functioning” for a
given habitat indicator. Therefore, the discussions of basdine conditions for each 4™ fidd watershed
contained in this section are necessarily generdized. Refer to the summary tablesin the BA for amore
accurate depiction. In addition, the amendment to the Washington BA dated August 3, 1998 provides
documentation of the information sources used to determine the environmenta basdline dong with a
narrative description of basdine conditions for each habitat indicator by 5™ field watershed for the
Gifford Pinchot NF. These andyses are incorporated herein by this reference.

The generd environmental basdine affecting Pacific sdmonids has been described in various
documents. The report of the Forest Ecosystem Management Assessment Team (FEMAT 1993)
provides aregiona assessment of aguatic ecosystems within the range of the northern spotted owl
(including the range of LCR stedheed), particularly with regard to land management actions. Chapter
V of FEMAT (1993) focuses on current aguatic habitat conditions and the effects of degraded habitat
on fish populations. Page V-2 notes that "[a]quatic ecosystems in the range of the northern spotted owl
exhibit Sgns of degradation and ecologicd sress” Many factors such as dams, overharvest, excessve
predation, disease, artificia propagation, poor ocean conditions, and the destruction and ateration of
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habitat have been implicated in the decline of Pacific sdmonids. Aquatic habitat degradation has
resulted from awide range of land- and water-use practices including timber harvest, road construction,
mining, grazing, agriculture, construction and operation of dams; irrigation, and flood control (Busby et
al. 1996; Spence et al. 1996). These activities occur on USFS and BLM lands within the LCR
steelhead ESU.

In genera, these activities have: (1) reduced connectivity between streams, riparian aress, floodplains,
and uplands; (2) sgnificantly increased sediment yields, leading to poal filling and reduction in spawning
and rearing habitat; (3) reduced or diminated instream replenishment of LWD which servesto trep
sediment, stabilize stream banks, form pools, and provide cover; (4) reduced or eiminated vegetative
canopy that minimizes stream temperature fluctuations; (5) reduced stream complexity by causing
streams to become straighter, wider, and shalower which reduces spawning and rearing habitat and
increases temperature fluctuations; (6) dtered peak flow volume and timing; (7) dtered water tables
and base flow; and (8) contributed to degraded water quality by adding toxicants through mining and
pest control (FEMAT 1993; Rhodes et al. 1994; Spence et al. 1996).

For example, watershed anayses for the East Fork Hood River and Middle Fork Hood River on the
east sde of the Mt. Hood NF in Oregon revedl that the average road density (miles of road per square
mile of areq) for both watershedsis 2.2 miles per square mile. Road dendties in subwatersheds of
these systems range from 0.01 to 4.9 miles per square mile. Roads and timber harvest in tributary
drainages have led to localized sedimentation and habitat smplification. Stream crossings with culverts
may be passage barriers at several locations. Timber harvest and associated road building up to the
early 1980'simpacted riparian areas and in some cases included salvage of indream LWD. Thishas
resulted in an increase of peak flows and areduction in habitat complexity (USDA-FS 19964). The
West Fork Hood River is considered a stronghold areafor LCR steelhead (Joe Moreau, USFS, pers.
comm.).

Derived from the four 5" or 6™ fidd assessments, the following is a rough generdization of the
description of the Hood River 4™ fidld environmenta basdine. Temperature, sediment, chemical
contaminant/nutrients, subgtrate, off-channe habitat, peak/base flows, and disturbance history had the
most checksin the properly functioning category. Physicd barriers, LWD, pool qudity, refugia,
width/depth ratio, streambank condition, floodplain connectivity, road density & location, and riparian
reserves had amgority of their checkmarksin the a risk category. All four of the checkmarkswerein
the not properly functioning category for pool frequency. No datawas available for drainage network
increase.

The mgjor river systems draining the west Side of the Mt. Hood NF are the Sandy and Clackamas
Rivers. Both of these watersheds support LCR stedhead. The mainstem Sandy River, which drains
into the Columbia River a the west end of the Columbia Gorge a Troutdae, Oregon, contains one
dam (Marmot Dam) that LCR steelhead must negotiate to access spawning and rearing habitat in the
upper reaches of the basin. The Samon River and Still Creek are tributaries to the upper Sandy River
and are considered to be a stronghold for LCR stedlhead. The Bull Run and Little Sandy Rivers
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contribute high qudity water to the lower Sandy River basin. Both of these watersheds contain dams
that block access to roughly 32.5 miles of historical anadromous fish habitat (USDA-FS 1997).

The following is arough generdization of the description of the Sandy River 4™ field environmenta
basdine. Chemica contaminant/nutrients and subsirate had the most checkmarks in the properly
functioning category. Streambank condition had the mgority of the check marks split between
properly functioning and at risk. Temperature, sediment, LWD, pool qudity, off-channd habitat,
floodplain connectivity, drainage network increase, road dengity & location, and riparian reserves had
the highest number of check marksinthe at risk category. Refugiaand pesk/base flows had the
mgority of the check marks plit between at risk and not properly functioning. The mgority of the
check marks were in the not properly functioning category for physical barriers, pool frequency,
width/depth ratio, and disturbance history.

The Clackamas River drainsinto the Willamette River below Willamette Fals near Oregon City,
Oregon. Three hydroelectric projects are operated on the lower portion of the mainstem downstream
of the Nationa forest boundary. About 70 percent of the watershed is managed by the Mt. Hood
National Forest and 2 percent by the Sdem Digtrict BLM. Approximately 26 percent of the watershed
is under private ownership. Theremaining 2 percent is owned by the Confederated Tribes of the
Warm Springs Indian Reservation with avery smdl portion (<0.1 percent) managed by the state of
Oregon (ODFW 1992). ODFW (1992) reportsthat clear cutting, removal of LWD from stream
channdls, remova of streamside vegetation, and road building have created the greatest impactsin the
upper portion of the watershed. The average forest road density for the Clackamas River watershed is
2.8 miles per square mile with Fish Creek being 3.1 (USDA-FS 1994; 1995a; 1995b). Fish Creek
and the Collawash River, tributaries to the upper Clackamas River, are considered stronghold areas for
LCR steelhead. Fish Creek produces roughly 20 percent of LCR steelhead smoltsin the Clackamas
watershed (Joe Moreau, USFS, pers. comm.).

The following is arough generdization of the description of the Clackamas River 4" field environmental
basdine. Temperature and off-channel habitat had amost an even number of check marksin properly
functioning, at risk, and not properly functioning categories. Chemica contaminant/nutrients, physica
barriers, subgtrate, refugia, and streambank condition had the highest number of check marksin the
properly functioning category. Pool qudity had equal numbers of check marksin both the properly
functioning category and the & risk category. Floodplain connectivity, pesk/base flows, drainage
network increase, and riparian reserves had amgority of the check marksin the at risk category. Split
between the at risk and not properly functioning categories were sediment, width/depth ratio, and
disturbance history. LWD, pool frequency, and road density & location had a mgority of the check
marksin the not properly functioning category.

There was only one andysis of the Scappoose/M ultnomah channd environmenta baseline (it was of
Scappoose Creek). Chemica contaminants were identified as properly functioning. Pool frequency,
pool quality, streambank condition, peak/base flows, and drainage network increase were at risk.
Temperature, sediment, physical barriers, substrate, LWD, off-channel habitat, refugia, width/depth
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ration, floodplain connectivity, road dengity & location, disturbance history, and riparian reserves were
identified as not properly functioning.

On lands located within the Gifford Pinchot Nationa Forest in State of Washington, there have been
gmilar impacts from clear cutting, remova of LWD from stream channels, removd of streamsde
vegetation, and road building. Over the past 40 years alarge portion of logging in the Wind River
drainage, atier 1 key watershed that supports LCR steelhead, has occurred in riparian areas. The
average road dengity is 2.6 miles per square mile with subwatershed dengties ranging from 0.5 to 4.0
miles per square mile (USDA-FS 1996b). USDA-FS (1996b) found that 15 of 26 (58 percent) sixth
field watersheds’had riparian zones in a greater than 20 percent early-successiona stage. Under this
condition, increased summer water temperatures are likely occurring due to insufficient stream covey.
This same andlysis al'so showed that 27 percent (7 of 26) of these watersheds lack a sufficient number
of large trees to support large wood recruitment. Trout Creek, for example, while making up just Six
percent of the Wind River watershed area, historically supported 50 percent of the steelhead. Trout
Creek currently lacks both sufficient stream cover and large wood recruitment potentia and steelhead
production, versus the mainstem Wind River, has Sgnificantly dropped.

The Wind/White SAmon River watershed is an important watershed for LCR summer and winter
steelhead. Trout Creek and Panther Creek, both tributaries to the Wind River, and the upper Wind
River are historicaly important spawning aress. Shipard Fals, near the mouth of the Wind River, was
once an upstream passage barrier to dl anadromous fish except stedhead. A fish ladder was ingtaled
in the early 1950s to open the upper waters for a hatchery population of chinook sdmon. Thereisno
anadromous habitat in the Rock/Dog Creek 5™ field watershed on the GPNF. The Little White
Sdmon and White Sdmon 5™ fidld watersheds are both in the Middle Columbia River steelhead ESU.
Both watersheds have impassible blockages below the GPNF boundary, awaterfal and Condit Dam,

repectively.

The Wind River portion of the Wind/White Salmon 4" field watershed environmental basdine was
categorized as properly functioning for chemica contaminants/nutrients and physica barriers. Itisat
risk for water qudity related to sediment, substrate, pool quality, off-channel habitat, refugia,
width/depth ratio, sreambank condition, floodplain connectivity, peak/base flows and road density and
location. Thiswatershed is not properly functioning with regard to water temperatures, LWD, pool
frequency, drainage network, disturbance history and riparian reserves. Depressed populations of fall
chinook (both upriver brights and tule) are found in the lower Wind River. Higtoricaly, fal chinook did
not go above Shipard Falls, but the fish ladder now alows passage. The population of fdl chinook is
believed to spawn mostly below the Forest boundary (RM 15- 25), dthough it's possible some fish go
onto Forest lands. The population of spring chinook present in the Wind River is derived from hatchery
gock. It is maintained through production a the Carson Nationa Fish Hatchery (RM 18) and some
naturd production in the lower river (RM 15 - 25).

3 A sixth field watershed may include portions of the same stream. The Wind River, for example, consists of four, sixth
field codes, i.e., head waters, upper, middle, and lower Wind River.
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Hydrod ectric dams on the Cowlitz River and mainstem Lewis River currently block LCR steelhead that
occur in these systems from accessing spawning and rearing habitat on the Gifford Pinchot NF. The
State of Washington is in the process of reintroducing anadromous fish, including LCR stedlheed, and
chinook, above hydrodectric facilities on the Cowlitz River. Fal chinook spawn in the Green River and
South Fork Toutle River (atributary of the Lower Cowlitz) several miles below the Forest boundary.
Coho samon aso spawn in the lower river, primarily below the confluence of the Green River. Both
fishes distribution was more widespread before the eruption of Mount St Helensin 1980, which
severdy atered spawning habitats, but it is unlikely ether fal chinook or coho sdmon reached Forest
lands.

The Lower Cowlitz 4" fiedld watershed is composed of data from three 5 or 6" field sub-watersheds.
The Lower Cowlitz River watershed is generdly categorized as properly functioning for chemica
contaminants/nutrients, physica barriers and floodplain connectivity. It is generdly at risk with regard
to stream width/depth ratios. This watershed is generdly considered to be not properly functioning the
vast mgority of habitat indicators, including water qudity related to temperature and sediment, LWD,
pool frequency, pool quaity, off-channd habitat, refugia, peak/base flows, drainage network, road
dendity and location, disturbance history and riparian reserves. Streambank condition and substrate
varied across dl three categoriesin equa proportions.

The Upper Cowlitz 4™ field watershed is composed of data from six 5" or 6" field sub-watersheds.
The Upper Cowlitz River watershed is categorized as properly functioning for chemical
contaminants/nutrients and physica barriersin al sub-watersheds. It isgenerdly at risk with regard to
subgtrate, LWD, pool qudity, streambank condition, peak/base flows and drainage network. This
watershed is generdly considered to be not properly functioning for pool frequency, and road dengity
and location. Categorizations of refugiaand water quality related to stream temperature and sediment
were gpproximately equally divided among at risk and properly functioning conditions. Off-channel
habitat, width/depth ratio, disturbance history and riparian reserves were gpproximately equdly divided
among at risk and not properly functioning conditions. Conditions related to floodplain connectivity
varied across dl three categoriesin equa proportions.

The Lewis River 4" field watershed has steelhead only in the East Fork Lewis 5" field watershed.
Both summer and winter steelhead are found throughout the East Fork Lewis drainage. The mgority of
gpawning habitat is believed to occur below the GPNF boundary. Three sets of dams block upstream
passage of steelhead to the mainstem Lewis on GPNF lands. All three dams are going through
relicensing. Itisnot known at thistime if stedlhead passage around the dams will be a condition of the
new licens(s). A native stock of fal chinook spawnsin the Lewis River, more than 15 miles
downstream from the Forest boundary. Spring chinook are historicaly native to the Lewis River, but
are now primarily found below Merwin Dam. Spring chinook natura spawners are now amixed stock
of composite productions. Only occasiond hatchery releases have been made into the East Fork
LewisRiver. A population of early stock coho spawnsin the East Fork Lewis River, below the Forest
boundary. They are managed on a hatchery stock basis.
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The environmental basdine for Lewis River 4" field watershed is composed of data from five 5 or 6
fiedld sub-watersheds. The Lewis River watershed is categorized as properly functioning for chemica
contaminantsy/nutrients, off-channd habitat and refugia. 1t isgenerdly at risk for water quality related to
temperature and sediment, physica barriers, substrate, pool qudlity, floodplain connectivity, peak/base
flows, drainage network, and road density and location. This watershed is generdly consdered not
properly functioning for LWD, pool frequency, disturbance history and riparian reserves. Width/depth
ratio was evenly divided among the a risk or not properly functioning categories, and streambank
conditions were described in dl three categories for various sub-watersheds.

The 4" fidd Kaama watershed has no anadromous habitat on the Forest. Steelhead occur in the
KaamaRiver up to awaterfal (fish passage barrier) located about 3 miles below the Forest boundary.
Fdl chinook salmon spawners are a mixed stock of composite production. This stock is designated on
the basis of geographic distribution, occurring in the lower 10 miles of the river. Spring chinook salmon
in the Kalama are an introduced stock and are managed as a hatchery stock. They occur primarily in
the lower section of river (RM 10.5 - 36.8). Kdama River naturd spawners are a mixed stock of
composite production. They occur throughout the watershed (below the aforementioned falls). The
KdamaRiver provides high qudity spring fed water, which originates on Forest land.

The Kdama River watershed is categorized as properly functioning for chemica contaminants/nutrients,
off-channd habitat and refugia. It is consdered at risk for water quaity related to temperature and
sediment, physicd barriers, substrate, pool qudlity, floodplain connectivity and pesk/base flows. This
watershed is not properly functioning for LWD, pool frequency, width/depth ratio, streambank
condition, drainage network, road density and location, disturbance history and riparian reserves.

The Washougd River 4™ field watershed has no anadromous habitat on the GPNF. The small portion
of the watershed occurring on the GPNF consists of non-fishbearing headwater streams. Steelhead do
occur in the Washougd River downstream of the GPNF boundary.

The Washougd River watershed is consdered to be properly functioning for al water qudity
indicators, physical barriers, substrate, off-channd habitat, refugia, width/depth ratio, streambank
condition, disturbance history and riparian reserves. Itisat risk for LWD, pool qudlity, floodplain
connectivity, peak/base flows, drainage network and road density and location. This watershed is
consdered not properly functioning for pool frequency.

In summary, the principle waysin which pre-Northwest Forest Plan land management practices have
contributed to the decline of sdmon habitat include: (1) overemphasis on production of non-fishery
commodities resulting in losses of riparian and fish habitat; (2) falure to take abiologicdly consarvative
or risk-averse approach to planning land management actions when inadequate information exists about
the rdationship between land management actions and fish habitat; (3) planning land management
activities on a ste-specific bass rather than on a broader, watershed scae; and (4) reductionsin the
number, size, and distribution of remaining high-qudity habitat areas (such as roadless and minimaly
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developed aress) that serve as biologicd refugiafor anadromous fish subpopulations (FEMAT 1993;
Rhodes et al. 1994).

Andyss of Effects

The BA and supporting information documents compliance for each of the programmeatic actions with
the following critica components of the Northwest Forest Plan: standards and guiddines, watershed
anadyss, watershed restoration, land alocations, and the ACS objectives. The Leve 1 teams reviewed
the categories of programmatic actions included in the BA and confirmed that they were consistent with
the ACS. Thisisdocumented for each of the proposed actions that are the subject of this Opinion in
two amendments to the BAs. The amendment dated July 17, 1998 addresses consistency with ACS
objectives for on-going activities on USFS and BLM lands within the range of the LCR steelhead ESU
in Oregon. The amendment dated August 3, 1998 provides the same information for USFS activities
on lands within the range of this ESU in Washington. Additiondly, the Levd 1 teams found that the
subject actions are consistent with the terms and conditions of the LRMP/RMP Opinion (NMFES,
1998).

A. Effects of Proposed Action

Individua, and groups of, actions (programs or projects) implemented in accordance with management
direction in the land and resource management plans and resource management plans are expected to
affect LCR stedhead in avariety of ways. Some may result in adverse effects to sdmonid habitat,
while others are expected to maintain or restore habitat conditions. Because dl actions will be designed
and mitigated in accordance with the Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives, land alocations, and
standards and guidedlines, any associated adverse effects (e.g., increased habitat sedimentation) are
expected to be generally minor in magnitude and short-lived in duration. Chapter V of FEMAT (1993)
discusses generdly the potential adverse effects of these actions on fish habitat and populations.

The gte- and watershed-scde environmenta basdline and expected effects associated with individua or
groups of projects were evauated via use of the procedures outlined in the document "Making ESA
Determinations of Effect for Individua or Grouped Actions at the Watershed Scae' (NMFS 1996b;
Attachment 3 [Making Endangered Species Act Determinations of Effect for Individua or Grouped
Actions at the Watershed Sca€] in the March 19, 1998 LRMP/RMP Opinion). These evauation
methods were designed to ensure that Leve 1 teams can efficiently provide adequate information in
BAsto evd uate effects of actions subject to ESA Section 7 conferences and consultations.  Effects of
actions are expressed in terms of the expected effect (i.e., restore, maintain, or degrade proper
functioning) on each of 17 aquatic habitat factors in the project area (Ste and watershed scales), as
described in the "Checkligt for documenting environmental basdine and effects of the action”
(Checklist) completed for each action.

The evauation procedures described in NMFS (1996b) are based on a"Matrix of Pathways and
Indicators’ (Matrix), a holistic method for characterizing environmenta basdline conditions and
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predicting the effects of human activities on those basdine conditions. The Matrix provides generdized
ranges of functiona vaues (i.e., properly functioning, at risk, and not properly functioning) for aquetic,
riparian, and watershed parameters. The NMFS acknowledges that generalized vaues provided in the
Matrix may not be appropriate for al watersheds within the range of Pacific sdmonids or even within
the range of asingle ESU. Therefore, NMFS encourages development of more biologically-
gppropriate matrices (referred to as “modified” matrices) in specific physiographic areas. The NMFS,
in conjunction with the USFS and the BLM, isin the process of gppropriately modifying the Matrix for
watersheds that support LCR steelhead. Meanwhile, the generalized values are being utilized for ESA
purposes.

Following isadiscussion of the potentid effects of the subject programmatic activities on Pecific
sdmonids and their habitat. Effect determinations were assigned to the programmetic categories based
on the potential for actions within the category to affect LCR steelhead or streams or stream reaches
with LCR stedhead. All of the individua actions do not necessarily have the same effect as the more
genera programmatic category. Where or when a particular action occurs may determine whether that
particular action is given an effect determination of “no effect,” “may affect, not likely to adversely
affect” (NLAA), or “may affect, likely to adversdly affect” (LAA).

The Levd 1 team determined that the effects of the programmatic actions would be the same in each of
the 4™ field watersheds within the range of the LCR stedlhead ESU. Therefore, individual checklists for
each action, in each watershed, were not prepared. Rather, one checkligt, with the environmental
basdline only, was prepared for each 4™ fidld watershed, and one checklist with only the program
effects was prepared for each programmetic action (these checklists and supporting information are
located in the subject BA).

Since the effects of the actions were assessed at the watershed scale, the interagency team assigned
what they felt were conservative effect determinations. Most of these actions are considered to have
only minor effects on LCR stedhead or their habitat. These effects are generdly from the potentia for
minor amounts of sediment to reach streams, loss of LWD, disturbance to riparian vegetation, and/or
minor disturbance to eggs, juvenile, or adult fish. The Leve 1 team identified project design criteriafor
each category of proposed action in the BA in order to minimize or avoid any potential adverse impacts
associated with these activities. Some individua actions covered in a programmetic category may have
negligible, beneficid, or no effect on LCR stedhead.

Individud actions will be andyzed to determineif they fit under one of the programmatic categories
covered in thisOpinion. If so, the action agency will determineif the programmeatic effect determination
is correct for the individud action. Project files shal document that the project is covered by this
programmeatic Opinion and the effect determination. If the effect determination isthe same asthe
programmiatic effect determination or less impacting (e.g., programmatic effect determination isLAA,
and the individud actionisNLAA), no additiond consultation is necessary. If the effect determination
is greater than the programmatic effect determination (e.g., programmatic effect determination is
NLAA, and individud action isLAA), a separate consultation is required. All projects covered by this
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Opinion will be documented on areport form that covers dl theitems on ATTACHMENT 1 and will
be organized by 5" fidld watersheds. The Leve 1 teams (an Oregon team and a Washington team) will
meet as needed to review the reports. If during the review, it is decided that impacts are greater than
anticipated, this consultation will be reinitiated to address the impacts (e.g., require Level 1 team review
of dl actions prior to implementation or addition of more terms and conditions).

Any adverse impacts from the proposed programmatic actions are expected to be of limited extent and
duration. The NMFS finds that temporary adverse effects to Pacific sdmonids and their habitat may
occur with the proposed programmatic actions. The spatial and tempord extent of potential adverse
effects which may lead to incidentd take is described for each project in the BA. However, in each
case, these adverse impacts will not retard nor prevent attainment of properly functioning habitat
indicators important to Pacific sdmonids at the project scae.

Taking a conservative gpproach, the following group of actions were determined to “Likely to
Adversdly Affect.” Largely, however, the work will not result in adverse effects. Where they do
occur, adverse effects are expected to be limited in time, duration and scope, and are expected to be
non-significant to the 5 field watersheds in which they occur. Programs under this category are: road
mai ntenance, aguatic habitat projects, trail maintenance and construction, repair of slorm damaged
roads, road decommissioning and obliteration, nearstream and instream surveys, environmenta
educetion (includes instream activities), pump chances, public use of developed sites and dispersed
public use, devel oped boat ramps, non-riparian rock quarries, infrastructure maintenance, ski area
operation, and recreating on surface waters.

Road Maintenance

Road maintenance activities have the potentia to deliver sediment into channels, create turbidity, reduce
LWD potentid, and degrade the stream influence zone (one Site potentia tree). Beneficia effects occur
where maintenance reduces potentid for catastrophic erosion and sediment delivery to stream channdls.

These actions may cause a short-term degradation of water quaity and habitat substrate due to
sediment inputs, and the remova of LWD. Thereis aso the potentid for these actions to have a short-
term adverse effect on the drainage network. Road maintenance activities will tend to restore substrate
habitat conditions by reducing long-term sediment inputs and can potentialy restore habitat access by
correction of physica barriers associated with roads.

Aquatic Habitat Projects

Since these involve work in the stream, these projects have the potentia to deliver sediment, create
turbidity, have fud/oil spills, cause streambank erosion, disturb the siream influence zone, disturb fish,
and cause incidental mortality (e.g., accidenta squishing of afish during placement of alog). These
projects are expected to provide ecologica benefits, such asimproved spawning and rearing habitat,
while recovery of natural processes occur.
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These actions may cause a short-term degradation of water qudity due to sediment inputs and chemica
contamination. Streambank condition and habitat substrate may aso be adversdly affected in the short-
term. Aquatic habitat projects will tend to restore habitat conditions by improving water temperature,
habitat substrate, LWD, pool frequency and qudity, off-channel habitat, refugia, width/depth ratio of
the stream, streambank condition and floodplain connectivity in the long-term. Thereis dso a potentid
for these actions to restore habitat access by correcting fish barriers.

Trall Maintenance and Condiruction

Trall maintenance and congtruction have the potentia for sediment ddivery to streams, turbidity,
disturbance at stream crossings or when trails are near streams, and chemical contamination. Beneficia
effects occur where maintenance reduces potentia adverse impacts to stream channedls (e.g., lessons
streambank erosion).

These actions may cause a short-term degradation of water quality and habitat substrate due to
sediment inputs and chemica contamination. They aso have the potentid to adversdly affect LWD and
riparian reserves. Trail maintenance activities will tend to restore habitat subgtrate conditionsin the
long-term by reducing sediment inputs, and may potentidly restore streambank conditions.

Repair of Storm Damaged Roads

These actions may cause a short-term degradation of water quaity and habitat substrate due to
sediment inputs. There is aso the potentia for an adverse effect on LWD. In the long-term, repairing
damaged roads will restore water quaity and habitat substrate by the reducing the risk of large
sediment inputs, and may potentidly improve habitat access by correcting fish passage barriers.

Road Decommissoning and Obliteration

These activities may cause a short-term degradation of water quality and habitat substrate due to
sediment inputs. In the long-term, these projects will tend to restore habitat substrate by reducing the
risk of sediment ddlivery to streams and restore fish passage by correcting fish barriers caused by
roads. Road decommissioning projects will aso tend to restore hydrology by reducing peek flows and
reducing the drainage network. Watershed conditions will also beimproved asroad dendties are
reduced and riparian reserves are restored. These projects may aso potentialy improve floodplain
connectivity.

Nearstream and I nstream Surveys
Disturbance of fish or crushing of eggs could occur during these activities. These activities will maintain
current habitat conditions for dl habitat indicators.

Environmental Education with Indream Activities

Environmental education can result in trampling of riparian areas and/or disturbance of spawning fish.
These activities will maintain dl the habitat indicators, with a potentid for degradation of the riparian
reserves.
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Pump Chances
Use of pump chances lend the possibility for disturbance, entrainment, and loss of fish. These activities

will maintain current habitat conditions for dl habitat indicators.

Public Use of Developed Sites and Dispersed Public Use

Public use can result in the ateration of habitat, disturbance of fish, and degradation of water quaity.
These activities may degrade riparian reserves. They aso have the potentid to degrade water quaity
due to short-term sediment inputs and/or chemica contamination. There is dso the potentia for
degradation of habitat subgtrate, channel width/depth ratio and streambank condition associated with
the public use of developed and undeveloped areas near anadromous streams.

Developed Boat Ramps

Use of boat ramps can cause fish disturbance by people and gear entering, leaving, and floating on the
water, and the potentia for trangent turbidity or reease of harmful materias into the water.
Maintenance of ramps and associated facilities can reduce overdl impacts on riparian areas by
controlling access and reducing the potentia for silt or other impurities that might enter the water.
These activities have the potentid to degrade water quality due to sediment inputs and chemica
contamination.

Non-Riparian Rock Quarries

Rock quarry operation and hauling can result in sediment ddlivery to streams. Activities associated with
non-riparian rock quarries have the potentia to cause short-term degradation of water qudity and
habitat substrate due to sediment inputs.

| nfrastructure Maintenance

Adverse effects may result from the access provided for people to aguatic habitats, from the potentia
for periodic short-term degradation in water qudity, and potentia decreases in vegetation. Beneficid
effects occur when maintenance reduces the potentia for water quaity degradation and improves the
control of human access to waters and riparian areas. These activities may cause short-term
degradation of water qudity due to sediment inputs, and have the potentia to degrade riparian reserves
and impact water qudity by chemica contamination. Infrastructure maintenance activities dso have the
potentia to restore water quaity by reducing chemica contaminant and sediment inputsto streamsin
the long-term. These activities dso may potentidly restore habitat substrate, streambank condition and
riparian reserves.

Ski Area Operations

Ski area operations and maintenance have the potential for sediment delivery to streams from sanding
and blowing operations, and run-off from parking lots. Activities associated with ski area operation
may degrade water qudity and habitat substrate by the introduction of sediment into streams. These
activities may aso potentiadly degrade water and pool quality.

Recreating on Surface Waters
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Recreeting on surface waters can result in disturbance of fish. These activities will maintain current
habitat conditions for al habitat indicators.

Because of the potentidly large number and wide geographic range of the activities covered in this
Opinion, a continuing accounting or tracking of the overal watershed effects associated with these
programmetic activitiesisimportant. As part of the subsequent Level 1 team review of programmatic
actions, the USFS and BLM will report the number of actions within each category at the 5" fidd
watershed level. Thiswill asss the Leve 1 team in monitoring trends in the number and location of
certain activities and their impacts on the environmentd basdine. The net effects of these activities will
be added to the environmental basdline for each 5™ fidd watershed and will be taken into account in
subsequent consultations for any projectsin these areas. An annud tota of the number of projects
covered by this Opinion will also be provided at the 4" field watershed leve to alow monitoring of
trends across the entire ESU.

B. Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects are defined as "those effects of future State or private activities, not involving Federa
activities, that are reasonably certain to occur within the action area of the Federd action subject to
consultation” (50 CFR § 402.02). For the purposes of this consultation, the action areaincludes those
portions of the three adminidrative units within the subject ESU, additiond Federd lands upstream of
the ESUs in the Cowlitz River basin, and river reaches downstream of the adminidtrative unit
boundaries that may be affected by Federd land management activities.

Within the LCR steelhead ESU, Federd lands comprise gpproximately 47 percent of thearea. A
substantia portion of spawning and rearing habitat for LCR steelhead occurs on USFS and BLM

lands. Gradua improvements in habitat conditions for ssimonids are expected on these lands as a result
of Northwest Forest Plan implementation.

The dominant land-use activities on non-Federd lands within the Clackamas River watershed
(approximately 26%) are forestry and agriculture (METRO 1997). A smdll, but increasing, proportion
of this non-Federd land is being used for urban growth. Higtoricdly, agriculture, livestock grazing,
forestry and other activities on non-Federd land have contributed substantiadly to temperature and
sediment problemsin the ESU. Conditions on, and activities within, non-Federa riparian areas aong
stream reaches downstream of the USFS and BLM land presently influence river temperatures and
contribute sediment to the habitat of LCR steelhead.

Sgnificant improvementsin LCR stedhead production outside of USFS and BLM land is unlikely
without changes in forestry, agricultura, and other practices occurring within non-Federa riparian
areas. NMFSis aware that significant efforts, such as Oregon’s Coastd Sdmon Restoration Initiative
and Washington’s Wild Samonid Policy, have been developed to improve conservation of at-risk
sdmonid populations (including LCR stedlhead) on non-Federa land. NMFS isdso aware that
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Oregon isworking on a steelhead restoration plan and Washington is developing the Lower Columbia
Steelhead Consarvation Initigtive. NMFSis not aware of any genera changes to existing State and
private activities within the action area that would cause greater impacts than presently occur to any of
the sdlmonid species consdered in this consultation.

Until improvementsin non-Federd land management practices are actudly implemented, the NMFS
assumes that future private and State actions will continue at Smilar intengties asin recent years. Now
that the LCR stedlhead ESU islisted under the ESA, the NMFS assumes that non-Federd land owners
in those areas will a0 take steps to curtall or avoid land management practices that would result in the
take of those species. Such actions may be prohibited by Section 9 of the ESA, and subject to the
incidental take permitting process under Section 10 of the ESA. Future Federd actions, including the
ongoing operation of hydropower projects, hatcheries, fisheries, and land management activitieswill be
reviewed through separate Section 7 processes. In addition, non-Federd actionsthat require
authorization under Section 10 of the ESA would be considered in the environmenta basdline for future
Section 7 consultations.

Conclusion

The NMFS has determined, based on the information and analys's described in this Opinion and
attachments, that implementation of the programmetic activities as proposed is not likely to jeopardize
the continued existence of LCR steelhead, LCR chinook sdmon, UWR chinook sdmon, CR chum
salmon, SW/CR cutthroat trout, and SW/LCR coho salmon. These actions are also not expected to
result in the adverse modification of proposed critical habitat for the LCR stedhead, LCR chinook,
UWR chinook, and CR chum salmon ESUs.

Bassfor Daterminations

1. The proposed programmatic USFS and BLM land management actions have been determined
to be consstent with the Northwest Forest Plan ACS objectives (as documented in the BA
amendments dated July 22 and August 3, 1998). These actions have aso been determined to
be consgstent with the terms and conditions of the LRMP/RMP Opinion for LCR steelhead.

2. Some of the actions described in this Opinion will result in long-term improvement of habitat
conditionsfor LCR stedlhead. Degradation of habitat conditions, where gpplicable, is expected
to be short-term in duration and of limited geographic scope.

3. Because some programmatic land management actions may result in more than anegligible
likelihood of incidental take, NMFS has developed a set of standardized set of reasonable and
prudent measures and associated terms and conditions to minimize the likdihood of incidenta
take.
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4, Leved 1 teams may review individua proposed actions to determine if action-specific
circumstances would necessitate additional measures, through renitiation, to avoid or minimize
adverse effects beyond those listed in the ITS of this Opinion.

5. The USFS and BLM will provide the Leve 1 teams with reports of the tota number and net
effects of actions in each category by 5™ field watershed to update the environmental basdline.
The Leve 1 teamswill monitor trendsin the number and location of individud actions and
asess overd| watershed impacts to the environmental basdline associated with these on-going
actions.

6. The Level 1 teams (an Oregon team and a Washington team) will meet, as needed, to review
the reports. If during the review, it is decided that impacts are greater than anticipated, this
consultation will be reinitiated to address the impacts (e.g., require Leve 1 team review of dl
actions prior to implementation or addition of more terms and conditions).

In reaching these conclusions, NMFS has utilized the best scientific and commercia data available as
documented herein and by the BA and documents incorporated by reference.

Based upon the BA and Leve-1 team review, NMFS concurs that the proposed programmatic actions
are consstent with the NFP and its associated components (i.e., the ACS objectives, standards and
guidelines, watershed andysis, watershed restoration, and land dlocations).

Project type analyses indicate that any adverse impacts from the proposed programmatic actions are
expected to be of limited extent and duration. The NMFS finds that temporary adverse effectsto LCR
steelhead, LCR chinook, UWR chinook, CR chum, SW/CR cutthroat trout, and SW/LCR coho
sdmon and their habitat may occur with the proposed programmatic actions. However, in each case,
these adverse impacts will not retard nor prevent attainment of properly functioning habitat indicators
important to these species at the project scale nor result in an inability for recovery of the species. At
the watershed scale, the net effect of the proposed programmatic actions maintains and restores
watershed habitat indicators and ecologica processes that define the biologicd requirements of the
Species.

Therefore, NMFS concludes that when the effects of these proposed programmatic actions are added
to the environmenta basdine and cumulative effects occurring in the rlevant action aress, they are not
likely to jeopardize the continued existence of LCR steelhead, LCR chinook, UWR chinook, CR
chum, SW/CR cuitthroat trout, and SW/LCR coho samon. In addition, NMFS concludes that the
proposed programmatic actions will not result in the destruction or adverse modification of proposed
critica habitat for LCR steelhead, LCR chinook, UWR chinook, and CR chum saimon ESUs.

Reainitiation of Conaultation

Reinitiation of this conference is required if: (1) new information reveds that effects of the proposed
action may affect listed speciesin away not previoudy conddered; (2) the action is modified in away
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that causes an effect on listed species that was not previoudy considered; or (3) anew speciesislisted
or critica habitat is designated that may be affected by the action
(50 CFR §402.16).

Incidentd Take Statement

Sections 4(d) and 9 of the ESA prohibit any taking (harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap,
capture, collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct) of listed species without a specific permit or
exemption. Harm is further defined to include significant habitat modification or degradation that results
in degth or injury to listed species by sgnificantly impairing behaviord petters such as breeding, feeding,
and shdltering. Harass is defined as actions that creste the likelihood of injuring listed species to such
an extent as to sgnificantly dter norma behavior patterns which include, but are not limited to,
breeding, feeding, and shdltering. Incidentd take istake of listed anima species that results from, but is
not the purpose of, the Federa agency or the gpplicant carrying out an otherwise lawful activity. Under
the terms of Section 7(b)(4) and Section 7(0)(2), taking that is incidental to, and not intended as part
of, the agency action is not consdered prohibited taking provided that such taking isin compliance with
the terms and conditions of thisincidenta take statement.

Anincidenta take statement (ITS) specifiesthe impact of any incidentd taking of endangered or
threatened species. It o provides reasonable and prudent measures that are necessary to minimize
impacts and sets forth terms and conditions with which the action agency must comply in order to
implement the reasonable and prudent measures. An ITS does not gpply to candidate or proposed
gpecies. While effects on SW/LCR coho salmon and SW/CR sea-run cutthroat trout were considered
in this Opinion, the reasonable & prudent measures and terms and conditions set forth in this ITS do not
apply to SW/LCR coho saimon and SW/CR sea-run cutthroat trout. Should either of these species
become ligted in the future, this ITS would become effective for these species upon adoption of this
conference opinion as a biologica opinion.

The measures described below are non-discretionary. They must be implemented by the action
agencies S0 that they become binding conditions necessary in order for the exemption in Section
7(0)(2) to apply. The adminigrative unit (USFS and BLM) has a continuing duty to regulate the
activity covered in thisincidenta take statement. If the adminigrative unit (1) failsto adhereto the
terms and conditions of the incidenta take statement, and/or (2) fails to retain the oversaght to ensure
compliance with these terms and conditions, the protective coverage of Section 7(0)(2) may lapse.

Amount or Extent of the Take

Notwithstanding the NMFS' conclusion that the subject programmatic activities are not expected to
jeopardize the continued existence of LCR stedhead, LCR chinook salmon, UWR chinook salmon, or
CR chum salmon, there may be short-term impacts and NMFS anticipates that there could more than a
negligible likelihood of incidentd take of these species from some of the actions. Even though NMFS
expects incidenta take to occur due to the actions covered by this Opinion, the best scientific and
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commercid data avallable are not sufficient to enable NMFS to estimate a specific amount of incidental
take to the speciesitsdf. In ingtances such as these, the NMFS designates the expected level of take
as " unquantifiadle.”

This Incidentd Take Statement is effective for one year from the date of itsissuance. At that time, the
NMFSwill evauate the effectiveness of the review and tracking requirements. The USFS and BLM
will need to reinitiate this consultation to obtain additiona incidentd take authorization for the
programmeatic actions addressed in this Opinion.

Reasonable and Prudent Measures

The NMFS bdieves that the following reasonable and prudent measure is necessary and appropriate to
minimize the likelihood of incidentd take of the four listed species covered by this Opinion.

The USFS and BLM shdl ensure that al actions determined to fal under this Opinion follow design
criteria (listed in the terms and conditions section) established by Leve 1 teams to minimize impacts.

Terms and Conditions

To minimize the likdihood of incidenta take of listed sdmonid species which may result from the
proposed programnmatic actions, the USFS and BLM shdl implement the following terms and
conditions for the projects covered in this Opinion. The individua projects covered by this Opinion
must so comply with the terms and conditions of al required sate, federd, and locd permits.

Road Maintenance

. Dispose waste in stable sites only.

. Do not digpose waste on active floodplains (approximatdy 100 feet from the stream channel).

. Leave vegetation in ditches, when possible.

. Where sediment risks warrant, use filter strips (Straw bales, or amilar, if vegetation srips are
not available) — do not create additiona diverson potentia.

. Maximize maintenance activities during the dry season to avoid wet periods.

. Clean ditches of dide materids.

. Follow the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODFW) Guiddines for Timing of In-
Water Work, except where the potentia for greater damage to water quality and fish
habitat existsif the emergency road maintenance is not performed as soon as possible.

. Follow the Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) guiddines for the timing of
in-water work, as specified in the project Hydraulic Project Approva (HPA), except
where the potentia for grester damage to water quaity and fish habitat exigsif the
emergency road maintenanceis not performed as soon as possible.

Aquatic Habitat Projects
. Follow ODFW Guidelines for Timing of In-Water Work.




. Stabilize potentid eroson aress.

. Minimize the number of access points through the riparian aress.

. Minimize timein which heavy eguipment isin the sream channdl.

. Include an gpproved spill containment plan.

. Control sedimentation.

. No conifers should be felled in the riparian area unless conifers are fully stocked.

. Follow WDFW guiddines for timing of in-water work, as specified in the project HPA.

Trail Maintenance and Congtruction
. Follow ODFW Guidelines for Timing of In-Water Work.
. Follow WDFW guiddines for timing of in-water work, as specified in the project HPA.

. Do not remove down wood from site (except to clear trail).

Repair of Storm Damaged Roads

. Dispose wadte in stable sites only.

. Do not dispose waste on active floodplains (approximately 100 feet from the stream channdl).
. Maximize activities during the dry season to avoid wet periods.

. When culverts are replaced, design outlets to minimize erosion.

. Follow ODFW Guidelines for Timing of In-Water Work.
. Follow WDFW guiddines for timing of in-water work, as specified in the project HPA.

Road Decommissioning and Obliteration

. Dispose waste in Sable Stes or within existing road prism only.

. Do not dispose fill on floodplain except to restore natural contour of roadbed.
. Leave vegetation in ditches, when possible.

. Maximize activities during the dry season.
. Ensure culvert remova restores naturd drainage pattern.
. Stabilize potentia erosion aress.

. Follow ODFW Guidelines for Timing of In-Water Work.
. Follow WDFW guiddines for timing of in-water work, as specified in the project HPA.

Nearstream and I nstream Surveys

. Minimize amount of disturbance/stress to fish.
. Avoid waking on fish redds.
. For cultural resource test pits, locate excavated material away from streambank. Replace all

materid back into pits when survey is complete.

Environmental Education with Indream Activities
. Use anumber of streams for trips and adjust use to minimize impacts on any one stream.
. Minimize disturbance to spawning fish while viewing them.

Pump Chances
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. A fish biologist shdl evaluate each one to determine (1) any need for fish screens and passage,
and (2) effects on flows and downstream habitat.

Public Use of Developed Sites and Dispersed Public Use

. Limit activities harming riparian vegetation, and fish or their habitat.

. Implement a rehabilitation program where needed.

Developed Boat Ramps

. Manage and maintain ramps and associated areas to limit impacts on vegetation, water qudity

(including petroleum products), and sediment production.

Non-Riparian Rock Quarries

. Develop and implement an gpproved Site management plan.

. Maintain al road accesses adequately, with seasond ipulations, if appropriate.

. Minimize sediment to the degree practical and employ sediment control measures where
appropriate.

| nfrastructure Maintenance

. Manage human activities to reduce impacts on stream or riparian aress.

. Restore riparian vegetation to the degree possible.

. Where chronic problems (e.g. erosion, water quality, or disturbance) exist in key habitat aress,

consder reocation and rehabilitation of the Ste.

Ski Area Operations
. Minimize sediment ddivery to streams by following eroson control plans,

Recregting on Surface Waters
. Apply resource protection clauses to specia use permits, as gppropriate.
. Avoid put-in and take-out areas where spawning is occurring.

Reporting Requirement

. The Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management will maintain the attached reporting form.

. The USFS and BLM shdll present the results of the reporting, summearized by fifth field
watershed, to the Leve-1 team within one year of issuance of thisITS.

Questions regarding consultation on these actions should be directed to Michelle Day, of my s&ff, at
(503) 231-6938.

Sincerely,

Tty

William Stelle, Jr.
Regional Administrator
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ATTACHMENT 1

Report Form: Documentation of Project Consstency with the Lower Columbia River
Stedhead Programmatic BA
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